ince the Second World War, the field of organizations studies has grown substantially in the number of researchers, number of publications, and amount of research produced. It has moved from being a combination of established disciplines to becoming a quasi-discipline of its own, with its own journals and professional associations. It has established a standardized set of ancestors, a stylized history. It has solidified an academic home in business schools. This history has implications for understanding both the future of organizations research and the social dynamics of the development of scholarly communities. Despite this long heritage, the contemporary field of organization studies is primarily a creation of a shorter and more parochial history created in the last half of the twentieth century in Anglophone North America.
An Embedded History
The history of the study of organizations is truncated by the decisive reality of 1945. Before the Second World War, American scholars who sought to be in the forefront of scholarship characteristically went to Europe to study. They sought close collaboration with European scholars who were recognized as leaders in their fields. After the Second World War, particularly in the social sciences, American scholars (many of them refugee immigrants from Europe) began to build a new community of scholarship. It was a community that was clearly international in its intentions and range, but it was based in North America. Important scholars survived the war in Europe and new scholars were educated in Europe and Asia in the years following the war, but the scholarly center of gravity moved toward North America.
In 1945, Great Britain was exhausted; continental Europe and countries in Asia were beginning a period of recovery and reconstruction that would take two or three decades to complete, and the United States was beginning a period of unprecedented power, prosperity, and growth. American universities and the research associated with them were about to expand at an extraordinary rate, both in size and in quality. In the decades after the war, the more important research sites were increasingly found at American universities; the more important journals were increasingly likely to be published in North America and to be edited by North Americans, and scholars throughout the world increasingly looked to North America for training and leadership.
The knowledge community associated with the study of organizations in North America was a product of that time and that history (Smiddy and Naum 1954, Churchman 1956 ). The immediate postwar period was an era that glorified science (Leslie 1993 , Zachary 1999 . The social and behavioral sciences became more quantitative, more analytical, and more committed to the principles of modern science. The impact was somewhat different in the different fields of anthropology, economics, history, political science, psychology, and sociology, but the impact was profound. As the years passed, the preeminence of science and the sacred position of logical positivism were challenged, but the idea of research-based knowledge and the role of academic institutions in generating and teaching such knowledge were taken as given.
In the first decade or two after the war, organization studies attracted the attention of a quite heterogeneous group of scholars. Subsequently, it absorbed several waves of substantive and methodological enthusiasms. Soon after the Second World War, it was shaped considerably by a group of scholars who sought to vitalize scholarship in the field through adopting the methods of science, the techniques of mathematics, and a commitment to systematic empirical observation (Thompson 1956 , Berelson 1963 . This urge was in parallel with an enthusiasm for statistical conceptions of the analysis of data, and particularly multivariate statistics (Festinger and Katz 1953, Lazarsfeld 1955) . Part of the impetus came out of operations research and related conceptions of organization design (Helmer 1958) ; part of the impetus came from postwar hubris about the possibilities for improving social, political, and economic life through social science (O'Connor 2001) ; and part of the impetus came from the disciplines-from psychologists interested in groups (Cartwright and Zander 1953) , sociologists interested in institutions (Merton 1949) , economists interested in the firm (Baumol 1959) , and political scientists interested in the problems of bureaucratization (Truman 1951) .
In keeping with most of the rest of social science, students of organizations during the first few decades after the Second World War were primarily students of comparative statics, seeking to identify the conditions under which particular organizational structures survived and thrived. The emphasis was on the ways in which the efficiency of structures (their functionality) could be inferred from, or used to predict, their endurance or proliferation (Lawrence and Lorsch 1967, Pugh and Hickson 1976) . The presumption was that survival and efficiency were fairly closely linked, therefore the precise mechanisms by which efficient forms were selected to survive did not need to be specified or understood. As time passed, this perspective was complemented by perspectives that devoted more attention to trying to comprehend the processes underlying the shape and functioning of organizations and human understanding of them (Padgett and Ansell 1993, Cohen and Sproull 1996) .
As the field developed, it generally adopted a conception of human behavior in organizations that was broadly consequentialist (March 1996) . It portrayed action as generated by choice, choice as based on consideration of alternatives in terms of expectations of their consequences, and expectations as shaped by personal experience and social settings (Flood 1955 , Shubik 1958 ). This conception gradually was supplemented by a conception of human behavior in organizations that saw action as generated by rule following-rules as based on processes of domination, learning, variation, selection, and diffusion within complex social networks that assume many structures in addition to the familiar hierarchies; rules as organized into institutions that endure; and rulebased systems as heavily ecological in character (Burns and Flam 1987; Olsen 1989, 1995) .
This latter conception fostered variants of evolutionary theory (Nelson and Winter 1982, Dosi 2000) and theories of complexity (Kauffman 1995, Axelrod and Cohen 1999) , as well as methods of history and ethnography that emphasized the ways in which the historical and social contexts of organizations make a difference (Barley and Orr 1997, Hodgson 2001) , a point of view that also provided an opening (as did the earlier ideas about the social basis of expectations) for notions that emphasized the social construction of meaning and the extent to which life is better understood, not as action, but as interpretation (Weick 1969 (Weick , 1995 Martin 1992) .
Meanders similar to those found in organization studies are characteristic of the intellectual landscape of the entire Anglophone North American study of human behavior and institutions in the last half of the twentieth century (National Research Council 1988) . Organizations studies in North America has been more affected by some ideas than by others, more receptive to some ideas than to others, but it has developed in the same general temporal, social, and intellectual context that shaped the rest of social science. The main ebbs and flows of enthusiasms within the field have involved responses both to major external forces that affected scholarship very broadly and to the diffusion of ideas among students of individual and social behavior. This intertwining of the history of organization studies with the more general economic, social, political, and intellectual climate of the times is true at several levels. Not only are the specific enthusiasms of social science echoed in organization studies, but many of them can also be tied fairly easily to some broad historical trends, particularly the triumph of capitalism, the sanctification of individual and group self-interest, the proliferation and elaboration of organizations, the extension of American hegemony, and the creation of a computerbased information technology. The field grew to maturity in a particular era of western history and bears the marks of that era, both in its substance and in its institutions.
Creating a Scholarly Identity
All modern thinking about intellectual history has been shaped decisively by the contributions of T. S. Kuhn (Kuhn 1970) , in particular by his characterization of paradigms and paradigm shifts. The Kuhnian emphasis on the struggle between new ideas and established ideas is obviously relevant to the development of organization studies during the last half of the twentieth century, but insofar as organizations studies can be described as a field, it has a paradigm only at a level of abstraction that makes it indistinguishable from the rest of nineteenth and twentieth century social science. We describe a history that certainly encompasses change in the standing of ideas, even elements of changes that might be identified as moving in some temporarily consistent directions, but in a broad sense the history is more similar to the history of philosophy than it is to the history of physics.
In the 1950s, different scholars speculated about the process by which organization studies could and would evolve. Boulding (1958) argued that although from the beginning the field of organization studies was trying to separate itself from the parent disciplines (sociology, economics, psychology, and political science), it was fundamentally dependent on developments in the disciplines themselves for a successful take-off. While Boulding and others were searching for a general theory of organizations, others focused on the difficulties in establishing a new discipline. Litchfield (1956) noted: "Our confusion of terminology makes it difficult to speak accurately to one another within any one field, let alone across fields and across cultures" (p. 6). Also, there was substantial agreement that although a general theory of organizations was something worthy of effort, the field had a long way to go. As Helmer (1958, p. 172) noted:
There has been a lot of talk in the last decade or two about organization theory as the up-and-coming thing. Yet the trouble with organization theory to date is its continued nonexistence. This is true despite the fact that numerous sporadic efforts in this general area have succeeded in providing a variety of insights into the mechanism of all kinds of organizations.
Robert Merton expressed similar concerns with regard to the early evolution of the behavioral sciences (Merton 1963) .
From that beginning, the field has experienced the gradual creation of a knowledge domain, a knowledge community, and a scholarly identity. This process is revealed by two conspicuous features: First, the field of organization studies has constructed a history of itself, a set of loosely connected stories. Although there is considerable chaos in the history, with numerous enthusiasms finding relatively short-term popularity and a strong tendency to claim novelty (Pfeffer 1993) , there has been some development of a canon. One indication of the development is a change in the age distribution of references. For example, whereas the median age of a reference in a well-known early book (March and Simon 1958) was 5 years, the median age in a well-known book that came later (Scott 1998 ) was 18 years. This particular difference unquestionably reflects differences in the styles of those specific authors, but it also is symptomatic of a change in the field. North American organization studies has come to exhibit a sense of a somewhat shared intellectual history, a history that has been constructed with a first generation, by now only dimly seen and vaguely remembered, that is pictured as more or less immaculately conceived in the first two decades after 1945.
Second, the domain of organization studies has increasingly differentiated itself from other fields and from the social science disciplines. Although citations in books and articles dealing with organizations are to a very large number of journals, the concentration of citations has increased over time as the field has come to identify a few primary outlets, many of which were created in the last half of the twentieth century. This increased concentration has occurred in parallel with increased differentiation from the journals of the major social science disciplines. The picture varies from subfield to subfield. For example, work on organizational demography maintains relatively frequent references to sociological journals; work on institutional approaches to organizations maintains relatively frequent references to economic, political science, and sociology journals; work on cognitive aspects of individual behavior in organizations maintains relatively frequent references to psychological journals. Overall, however, there appears to have been a substantial increase in references to organizations journals and a substantial decrease in references to disciplinary journals. For example, Table 1 shows the changing distribution of citations to journals across three handbooks in the field (March 1965 , Nystrom and Starbuck 1981 , Baum 2002 ) over a period of almost forty years. Although some features of the changes are undoubtedly attributable to idiosyncracies of the editors, it seems clear that organization studies in Anglophone North America has increasingly differentiated itself from other fields. From a time in which references were to a diffuse set of disciplines and academic frames, the field has become organized around a relatively distinct set of journals, which in turn have become increasingly specialized to the community of organization researchers. It has also become more specialized with distinct micro and macro subdivisions, as well as more narrowly defined specialties, each with a distinct canon and pattern of predecessor acknowledgment. The micro part of the field retains linkages to psychological journals; the macro part retains linkages to sociological journals; but both parts have become to a significant degree independent of their disciplinary cousins. Indeed, in the handbook published in 2002 (Baum 2002) , which is strongly tilted toward macro perspectives, over 50% of the citations are to articles published in just five journals (Administrative Science Quarterly, American Journal of Sociology, Strategic Management Journal, Organization Science, American Sociological Review) , only two of which are associated with a traditional academic discipline.
The knowledge story was part of a broader development-the development of a scholarly identity. In the early periods of this history, a scholar's identity as a member of the organizations community was weak compared to identity as a member of some discipline community. Over time, it became stronger. By the year 2000, it had become socially meaningful for a scholar to identify with the organization studies field, to publish in journals of that field, to cite other scholars of that field who published in journals of that field, to belong to professional associations connected to that field, to attend professional conferences for that field, and to have a professorial title that identified that field. At the same time, the disciplinary identification of organizations scholars appears to have weakened, as has the importance of the field as a source of ideas and concepts in the various disciplines.
The developments in North America were parallel to, but not much influenced by, the elaboration of the field in Western Europe and Asia. As the field differentiated itself from other disciplines in North America, it maintained its isolation from scholarship outside of North America. One count of four recent issues of four leading North American journals (Academy of Management Journal, Academy of Management Review, Administrative Science Quarterly, Organization Science) showed that, in each of the journals, over 90% of the citations were to books or articles published in North America (March 2004 
Finding a Home
Early in the postwar period, the study of organizations in North America had multiple academic homes. Philip Selznick and Peter Blau were sociologists. Dorwin Cartwright and Alex Bavelas were psychologists. Herbert Simon and James March were political scientists. W. F. Whyte and Leonard Sayles were anthropologists. William Cooper and West Churchman were operations researchers. Richard Cyert and Jacob Marschak were economists. By the end of the twentieth century, disciplinary outposts for organizational studies remained in most of the social science disciplines, but the bulk of the research in the field was found in business schools, concentrated in departments describing themselves as being concerned with "organizational behavior" and "strategic management."
The Context
This history can be understood as reflecting important characteristics of the character and history of both American business schools and American universities. With respect to the latter, four major features of academic social science in postwar North America may be noteworthy. First, there was growth (Hodgkinson 1971) . Spurred first by the GI Bill, which offered university education to millions of veterans, later by the maturation of baby boomers, and throughout by an increased economic demand for university-educated labor, academic social science thrived. Second, there was optimism (Lazarsfeld et al. 1967) . The idea that social science could be made more scientific and could contribute to solving social and economic problems permeated not only the ranks of social scientists, but also social and political leadership. Third, there was enthusiasm among policymakers and among many important social scientists for the idea of interdisciplinary research (Sherif and Sherif 1969) . Social problems and cutting-edge research questions seemed to cut across the academic disciplines, and the successful experience during the war with interdisciplinary projects in science suggested that the future of social science might involve significant interdisciplinary efforts. Fourth, among academics, the disciplines were primary (Clark 1995) . Academic excellence depended on and sustained the autonomy of the major academic disciplines. The organization of social science in universities was profoundly an organization of separate disciplines. And the status of departments and individuals within disciplines was determined by the disciplines, not by outsiders.
These features of academic social science interacted with, and to some extent produced, a transformation of university business schools in North America. University-based business education had existed in North America for some time, but its link with the core of the universities was tenuous and often contentious. In the early twentieth century, business education was established at the undergraduate level, and in 1916 business educators established their own professional association, the American Association of Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB) (Schlossman et al. 1994 , p. 4).
The first North American graduate degree in business was given in 1900 from Dartmouth College, and in 1908 the Northwestern University School of Commerce and the Harvard Graduate School of Business Administration were established. Other universities followed, but only a few hundred American MBAs were awarded annually prior to the Second World War.
Early business schools in North America defined their role primarily in terms of codifying and communicating good business practice, as exemplified by businesscase writing and teaching. Many early faculty positions were filled with experienced businessmen rather than young scholars, and the distinction between managerial consulting and managerial research was hazy. Despite the efforts of some deans and faculty to push them toward more academic pursuits, business schools emphasized practical, not theoretical, courses; applied, not basic, science; and the contributions of faculty were more often published in journals focusing on detailed descriptions of business techniques than in academic journals.
2 Because of these choices, North American business schools had difficulty establishing legitimacy in the academic core. Whatever virtues they had, they were, for the most part, not considered by most of the rest of the academic community as serious participants in the world of academic scholarship and intellectual pursuits. Herbert Simon, who witnessed and contributed to the transformation of business education, reflected in his autobiography: "Accurately or not, we perceived American business education at that time as a wasteland of vocationalism that needed to be transformed into science-based professionalism, as medicine and engineering had been transformed a generation or two earlier." (Simon 1991, p. 138) .
The Transformation of Business Schools
The postwar period provided an opportunity for university presidents, academically oriented business school faculty, and visionary business executives to combine with external forces to impose academic respectability on the business school community. Although some major business schools were content to be successful in the business world without achieving substantial academic standing, for most of them the postwar period provided an opportunity to improve their previous low status within the academic community. They sought a new approach to business education and an invigoration of fundamental interdisciplinary research in accounting, finance, operations research, microeconomics, and organizations.
The transformation of business schools involved a classic combination of money, institutional power, organization, opportunistic self-interest seeking, and visionary leadership. In particular, it involved the Ford Foundation. The Ford Foundation had at that time formulated a program for "the study of man" (which became known as "the behavioral science research area"), the specific objective of which was stated as follows: "The Ford Foundation will support scientific activities designed to increase knowledge of factors which influence or determine human conduct, and to extend such knowledge for the maximum benefit of individuals and of society."
3 Research had to be scientific; embodied in the Ford Foundation's understanding of the behavioral science concept was "its emphasis upon the scientific approach to problem solution" (p. 4). Also, it had to be practical, to some extent at least, given the foundation's interest not in knowledge per se, but in "knowledge which promises at some point to serve human needs."
To justify a major initiative in business schools, the Foundation commissioned the Gordon-Howell Report in 1959, which described the limited scientific foundation for American business education (Gordon and Howell 1959) . This led to Foundation expenditures of 35 million dollars over a little more than a decade. A key part of the initiative was stimulating an increased focus on the disciplines (particularly economics, but not limited to economics) and disciplinary-like research. What evolved in business schools was a strategy of pursuing disciplinarylike research in domains that were slighted by the disciplinary department-domains of applied economics and multidisciplinary fields such as organizations. The Foundation effort was a key part of a massive and successful effort to transform business schools into academic institutions somewhat comparable in scholarly standing to other university units (Schlossman et al. 1987) . The effort was supplemented by more modest expenditures to provide support for similar efforts in Europe (e.g., the establishment of the European Institute for Advanced Studies in Management-EIASM-in Brussels).
The reform of business schools in North America was made feasible by financial strength. The improvements stimulated by the Ford Foundation combined with the economic prosperity experienced in North America to increase the fiscal autonomy of business schools. The fiscal improvements were used to create both substantial research support for individual faculty members that did not depend on applications to external foundations or governmental agencies, and also a major difference between what a research-oriented academic could earn as a faculty member in a business school compared to what could be earned by the same person as a faculty member in a disciplinary department. To a significant extent, business schools bought their way into academic respectability. The largess of the Ford Foundation stimulated the change, but the indispensable precondition was that the primary product of the business schools-the MBA-became, despite occasional doubts (Pfeffer and Fong 2001) , highly valued in the labor market.
It was under these social, political, and economic circumstances that the field of organization studies migrated into business schools. The migration was natural, but it was perhaps not entirely foreordained. From the perspective of 1945, it would have been hard to anticipate the elaboration of a quasi-discipline of organization studies based primarily in business schools. Even as late as 1970, a listing of major North American publications in organizations during the preceding two decades would have listed primarily works from researchers found in disciplinary departments, works such as Lindblom (1959) , Blau and Scott (1962) , Olson (1965) , Stinchcombe (1965) , Tullock (1965) , Katz and Kahn (1966) , Downs (1967) , Thompson (1967) , Hirschman (1970) , Allison (1971) , and Perrow (1972) .
By 1970, however, the migration of organization studies to business schools and to publication outlets closely linked to business schools was well underway in North America. The migration is illustrated by, and was to some extent influenced by, the role of the Graduate School of Industrial Administration at the Carnegie Institute of Technology. In a brief period in the 1950s and early 1960s, the organizations group at Carnegie executed a research program the results of which became anointed over the ensuing decades as a partial prolegomena to a field Simon 1958, Cyert and March 1963) . The works from "the Carnegie School," along with a few others during this period (for example, Lawrence and Lorsch 1967, Weick 1969) were particularly important in defining the study of organizations as a research responsibility of business schools, as were the works of students who were products of that school during this period-for example, Oliver Williamson, Louis Pondy, William Starbuck, and Arie Lewin. Similar things were happening at the same time in other business schools, for example, at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, the University of Chicago, and the University of California (Berkeley).
By 1970, organizations studies would be graced by a handbook (also a product of the Carnegie group) and a set of professional associations closely linked to business school faculties. These included the Academy of Management (originally established in 1936 but considerably reinvigorated in the 1950s and 1960s) By 1980, a field had been defined. It had helped legitimize business schools as serious academic institutions, and the center of gravity of organization studies had moved decisively to a business school locale. This home had some effects on the emphases in the field, for example, moving them closer to economics and further from political science. In addition, because the home was created in the context of a specific transformation of business schools, organization studies absorbed some of the characteristic ideology of that transformation, in particular the emphasis on fundamental research. From the point of view of the short-run development of the field, however, the more important thing was that the business school home provided a stable base less affected by the vagaries of disciplinary department enthusiasms. It provided a financial base and a student base. It provided a doctoral program independent of the disciplines. It granted control over academic appointments and promotions to the field.
Finally, the migration of the field to business schools tied organization studies more to the private sector and to issues of performance, and led to the development of a link between students of organizations and other students of decision making and strategy in a domain that came to be called "strategic management." The story of the sociological and intellectual dynamics of the creation of the field of strategic management remains to be told in its full detail (Schendel and Hofer 1979 , Hambrick 1990 , Rumelt et al. 1994 , Hoskisson et al. 1999 ), but the business school locale both of that development and of organization studies is clearly implicated in that story. An earlier business school teaching field of business policy, which was largely the province of the least researchoriented parts of business schools, was transformed into a new field dominated by an uneasy coalition of micro economists, decision theorists, game theorists, behavioral students of organizational decision making, and students of organizational history, evolution, and demography. The ties and tensions between the new field and economics on the one hand, and organization studies on the other, are products, in part, of the distinctive business school location of the effort.
Implications
The story we have told is obviously linked to a particular period and (in large part) to a particular region of the world. Its implications are limited by those contexts. Nevertheless, it may be instructive to ask whether anything can be learned from such a history for the future of organization studies or for understanding the development of scholarly communities. The future of organization studies will undoubtedly reflect the multicontinental and multilingual nature of scholarship in the twentyfirst century, and the brief period of Anglophone North American hegemony and isolation will end. Nevertheless, understanding the 1945-2000 period in the North American history of organization studies may be useful in anticipating and shaping the coming decades.
The development of a knowledge community among students of organizations in Anglophone North America involved the intertwining of history, time, place, and agency. The story is one of history dependence, and ecological interaction. Some elements of the story are shared with many other fields of social science during the same period. This is particularly true of the development of ideas. As we try to think more generally about the development of scholarly communities, these elements discourage any notion of uniqueness in the history of any particular community. Other elements of the story seem less universal, but are driven largely by external forces impinging on the study of organizations. These elements discourage any notion of autonomy in the development of a scholarly community. In addition, some details of the story seem neither universal nor necessary, but appear to have been influenced by relatively chancelike meanders and deliberate actions taken by particular individuals and institutions. These elements suggest a possible role for chance and agency.
The Future of Organization Studies
In the last 55 years of the twentieth century, the field of organization studies grew enormously in Anglophone North America. It grew in terms of the numbers and prestige of scholars, number and reputation of journals and publications, and the number and quality of students. It is a history of expansion, recognition, standardization, differentiation, localization, and legitimization. At the start of the period, organization studies was an ill-defined, small interdisciplinary combination of established disciplines. By the end of the period, the boundaries of the field remained somewhat fluid and the breadth of its inclusiveness somewhat in dispute, but it was a large quasi-discipline of its own, with its own journals, professional associations, and identities. It had solidified an academic home within business schools. To a modest extent, it had established a stylized history and a relatively agreed-upon set of ancestors, most of them dating from the 20-year period beginning in 1945.
Although this history of growth, consolidation, and localization considerably tightened professional institutionalization and identities within the field, it did so by creating a loose canon, history, identity, and locale, rather than a paradigm (Pfeffer 1993 , van Maanen 1995 . Thus, it also created opportunities for exclusion, autonomous development, and quarrels over techniques and worldviews. Moreover, differentiation, elaboration, and institutionalization left disciplinary remnants (e.g., public administration, organizational economics, organizational psychology, organizational and economic sociology) in the disciplines. These remnants developed in different ways in different disciplines, but they all became somewhat isolated (both intellectually and institutionally) from the American business school-based group, as the latter did from them.
The main institutionalization also proceeded, for the most part, in a geographically and linguistically parochial way. Many European and a few Asian and Latin American scholars were well integrated into the North American group. However, as organizations scholarship grew outside of North America toward the end of the twentieth century, some relatively autonomous clusters of European and Asian scholars established themselves, stimulated in part by the growth and increasingly academic and increasingly independent orientation of European and Asian business schools (Garel and Godelier 2004) .
The elaboration of the field during the last half of the twentieth century was a considerable accomplishment, and it sowed the seeds of future harvests. Future generations of scholars will find the intellectual soil easier to till and the markets for ideas more accessible. At the same time, however, the unfolding of history has left the field with several important features that are likely to affect its future development in a less homogeneously benign way. The first feature is the separation from the social science disciplines. Virtually all research on organizations involves concepts and methods of social science; virtually all organizational researchers consider themselves social scientists. The creation of an independent quasi-discipline tends to separate the field from the salutary discipline of the disciplines. This separation from the disciplines has implications for the balancing of exploration and exploitation required for the longrun adaptation of the field (Holland 1975 , March 1991 . It makes the field more open to novelty (exploration), but less persistently rigorous (exploitation).
The second feature that will affect the future is the parochialism of the North American community. The last half of the twentieth century provides a classic instance of the inattention of the large and powerful to the small and weak. North American scholars appear to be consistently less conscious of European and Asian research than European and Asian scholars are of North American research. As European and Asian centers of organizations scholarship continue to develop, this parochialism will become increasingly dysfunctional. American imperialism is one form of scientific universalism, but it is a form that is likely to encounter increasing resistance from European and Asian scholars and could leave their North American colleagues dangerously isolated.
The third feature of the history that will affect the future is the migration to business schools. The business school home of organization studies is a natural and productive one, but it produces systematic intellectual biases. It brings an overwhelming focus on the private sector, reducing the attention to the public sector that characterized much early work in the field. It brings relatively close contact with ideas from economics that might be relevant, but makes contact with ideas from the sciences, psychology, sociology, or political science somewhat less routine. It brings an emphasis on the audience of practitioners, on finding the correlates of organizational performance rather than other organizational phenomena. It brings an orientation to the problems and possibilities of individual organizations (firms) and less attention to populations of organizations. It focuses on organizational strategies, rather than societal strategies. It brings pressure for relevance and reduces emphasis on fundamental research and knowledge.
The future of organization studies will be as context and history dependent as its past. It is easy to predict that the course of world political, social, economic, and intellectual history will shape organization studies decisively. Because it is foolish to try to predict that course in any detail, it is foolish to try to predict its derivative, the history of organization studies. The 55-year history that began in 1945 was a period that made scholarship associated with Anglophone North America central to the development of the field. The next century will certainly witness a decline in the unique importance of the North American linguistic and geographic enclave. As that history develops, the cacophony of multiple languages, disciplines, and regions may well make some wish for the "good old days" when there was a reasonably defined field located in a reasonably stable place, when there was a somewhat shared sense of history and a shared location, but the unusual combination of circumstances that shaped scholarly communities in the last half of the twentieth century will give way to a new combination.
The Development of Scholarly Communities
There were two critical things that happened in this history: The rudiments of a knowledge story were created, and a home was found. In the early periods, the field had a weak sense of its own place and history. As the community developed, it distinguished itself from other communities and connected the community to itself over time. To a limited extent, it created its own genealogy. At the same time, the organizations research community found a home for itself in business schools. This location was to some extent fortuitous, but the effects of the migration were significant for the subsequent development of the field.
Both the creation of a history and the location of a home are history dependent in two senses. First, the particular historical context affects the course of history. The particular history of organization studies that was constructed in Anglophone North America in the last half of the twentieth century bears the clear imprint of that era and place. A business school was a natural home for organizations studies at that time in a way that it would not have been earlier or perhaps later. Second, the particular branches of history that are taken at a particular time affect the future unfolding of history.
If organizations studies had located itself in engineering schools, rather than business schools, its subsequent development would almost certainly have been different. Some idea of what might have been expected can be deduced from the work of engineering-based organizations scholars in Anglophone North America, individuals such as Stephen Barley, Kathleen Eisenhardt, Raymond Levitt, and Robert Sutton. In a similar way, the fact that computer science developed as a research community at a particular time shaped its own history; and the fact that computer science located itself in engineering and science schools, rather than in business schools, was important to the development of that field.
The story we have told is a story of success. Anglophone North American business school organization studies created a relatively distinct quasi-discipline with its own community, its own institutions, its own standards, and its own language. It discovered an intellectual, institutional, and geographic location that isolates, nurtures, and protects it. Each of these successes contains a warning about the natural history of adaptation. They portend, and to some extent exhibit, variations on a single theme of success-the inclination to persist in a successful course, refining it and extending it, rather than to explore new possibilities (Cyert and March 1963, Denrell and March 2001) . Exploitation drives out exploration. As a scholarly field solidifies and exploits its successes, its efforts to exercise control over scholarship improve the average quality of research, but at the same time threaten the long-run health of the field by limiting variation. New ideas that stray from established conventions or have weak links to recognized field "ancestors" are likely to be rejected before they can be explored.
The comfortable bleakness of that pessimism requires some qualification, however. On the one hand, the gains realized from exploitation are not to be underestimated. Ideas are refined; methods are honed; knowledge is codified. As we have noted, a new field cut off from the stabilizing forces of the disciplines is quite likely to suffer from an excess of exploration. Moreover, successparticularly rapid success-unleashes the aggravating rashness, brashness, imagination, arrogance, and persistence of the upwardly mobile. As late arrivals to academic legitimacy, business schools suffered from the anxieties of the nouveau riche. As a late arrival to disciplinary legitimacy, organization studies suffered from disciplinary envy. As a late arrival to cultural legitimacy, North America suffered from fears of cultural inferiority. Anxieties, envies, and fears stimulate imitative silliness, but they also stimulate the edginess, risk taking, and ambition associated with the illusions of winners and with consciousness of the fragility of newly acquired status. The resulting explorations and adventures undoubtedly generate more junk than jewels, but revolutions are produced neither by contentment nor by despair, but by the ambitions and illusions unleashed by the first derivative of success (Brinton 1965, Kahneman and Lovallo 1993) .
It seems plausible to suggest that the development of almost any scholarly community will involve both creating a history and finding a home. The creation of an identity (and the definition of a knowledge story associated with it) and the finding of a home are implicated in similar descriptions of the evolution of nations (Bendix 1964 , Eisenstadt et al. 1970 , organizations (Pettigrew 1985, Lincoln and Kalleberg 1990) , and religions (Weber 1922 -1923 , Oberoi 1994 ). The contemporary term is likely to be consciousness; and the differentiation, solidification, and glorification of a particular research community is not remarkably different from the differentiation, solidification, and glorification of the nation state, the corporation, or the religious sect. Knowledge and scholarship are social phenomena. Their claim to a special relationship to empirical truth affects the development of knowledge communities in important ways, but the communities are social and their development is analogous to the development of other social communities.
Our portrayal of the 1945-2000 history of organization studies in North America suggests a picture of the development of scholarly fields as involving the history-dependent construction of histories, identities, and homes and the dynamic cycling of adaptive exploration and exploitation. That portrayal is, however, incomplete in at least one major way. The evolution of any particular field is embedded in the evolutionary ecology of many fields. A standard observation is that every entrance is an exit somewhere else. A similar thing might be said about the development of a scholarly community. Every new community that is created changes old communities that previously tied scholars together and kept them apart, and thereby changes the ways in which knowledge develops.
Although both the original observation and its present corollary are subject to some important qualifications, they suggest a fundamental feature of social evolution. The processes of integration and disintegration are closely linked (Lawrence and Lorsch 1967, March 1999) . New loyalties are built on the undermining of old ones; new homes characteristically imply the abandonment of old ones. As the organizational research community constructed a new home, history, and identity, it affected not only itself but other research communities. Any true history of the structure of social science scholarship in the last half of the twentieth century would have to address the question of what might have happened to organizational economics, public administration, organizational psychology, and organizational sociology under a different scenario of the development of organizations studies.
